This study investigates the dynamics and the determinants of social capital in Europe. The measures of social capital were composed on the basis of the EVS data with the help of confirmatory factor analysis. Altogether, four factors of social capital were extracted: general trust, institutional trust, formal networks and social norms. Changes in the levels of social capital components over the period 1990-2008 were calculated for 14 Western-European (WE) countries and for 10 new member states (NMS) from Central and Eastern Europe. The analysis of the determinants of social capital in year 2008 covered 20 Western-European countries, 10 new member states and additionally 15 neighbouring countries (NC).
INTRODUCTION
Social capital is considered as one of the factors of economic development, which increases economic efficiency through supporting cooperation and lowering transaction costs. Empirically, it has been shown that regions and countries with relatively high stocks of social capital seem to achieve higher levels of innovation and growth, as compared to societies of low trust and civicness (e.g. Knack and Keefer 1997, Ostrom 1999 , Rose 1999 , Kaasa 2009 ). More generally, social capital is expected to constitute one fundamental determinant of the formation of communities and networks of people and firms, offering broad variety of benefits at the level of individuals, organisations and the society as a whole.
However, there is evidence that the levels of social capital are lower in new member states and neighbouring countries as compared to old EU members. As such, the lack of social capital may be an important development obstacle in less-developed regions of Europe. Current study aims to compare the levels and dynamics of social capital in EU member state, and to examine the determinants of social capital comparatively in three country groups -old and new member states, and neighbouring countries -in order to find out whether there are differences between country groups regarding social capital formation. Additionally, specific reasons for lower level of social capital in Eastern European countries with communist background would be explored. Information obtained from this study could help to understand future developments regarding the possible changes in the levels of social capital in NC-s, and to formulate activities and policies which may lead to higher prosperity in NCs.
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

About the concept of social capital
Social capital, in its broadest sense, refers to the internal social and cultural coherence of society, the trust, norms and values that govern interactions among people and the networks and institutions in which they are embedded (Parts 2009 ). As an attribute of a society, social capital can be understood as a specific characteristic of social environment that facilitates people's cooperation. The key idea of this argument is that communities can provide more effective and less costly solutions to various principal-agent and collective goods problems than can markets or government interventions (Durlauf 2004 ). Also, social capital helps to reduce transaction costs related to uncertainty and lack of information. As such, it can be said that social capital gives "soft", non-economic solutions to economic problems.
Theoretical literature mostly agrees that social capital consists of different components, which are more or less interrelated. The elements of social interaction can be divided into two parts: structural aspect, which facilitates social interaction, and cognitive aspect, which predisposes people to act in a socially beneficial way. The structural aspect includes civic and social participation, while the cognitive aspect contains different types of trust and civic norms, also referred to as trustworthiness.
Although there has been some inconsistency concerning the relative importance of the cognitive and structural aspects of social capital, it could be assumed that these two sides of the concept work interactively and are mutually reinforcing. For example, informal communication teaches cooperative behavior with strangers in order to achieve shared objectives, and the importance of common norms and related sanctions necessary to prevent opportunistic behavior. Another important outcome of being involved in different types of networks is that personal interaction generates relatively inexpensive and reliable information about trustworthiness of other actors, making thus trusting behavior less risky. On the other hand, pre-existing generalized, diffused interpersonal trust indicates the readiness of an actor to enter into communication and cooperation with unknown people. Based on these relationships, it could be shortly summarized that social interaction requires communication skills and trust, which, in turn, tend to increase through interpersonal collaboration. Therefore, various dimensions of social capital should be taken as complements, which all are related to the same overall concept of social capital. (Parts 2009) One of the most important and widely discussed components of social capital is trust. In general terms, trust is based on underlying values that people share and its development depends heavily on parental upbringing. As such, trust is a stable trait which exists generally regardless of the context, of the other person, and even regardless of prior experiences (Uslaner 2002 ). This type of trust is also referred as moral trust. Similar with moral trust is generalized trust (shortly general trust, referred also as social trust) which also assumes abstract trust to unknown members of society. It is allinclusive like moral trust, but contrasts the former in two aspects: it is context dependent and influenced by personal and collective experiences (Levi 1996) . Generalized trust indicates the potential readiness of citizens to cooperate with each other and the abstract preparedness to engage in civic endeavors with each other (Rothstein and Stolle 2002) . At the society level, generalized trust is based on society's ethical habits and moral norm of reciprocity (Fukuyama 2001 ).
Generalized trust is often opposed to special trust or institutional trust. These types of trust are also called horizontal and vertical trust, respectively. Institutional trust includes trust in social system (Luhmann 1988, Hayoz and Sergeyev 2003) and towards public institutions, positions and officers (Hardin 1998 ). Rothstein and Stolle (2003) have developed an institutional theory of generalized trust, which states that citizens draw distinctions between various institutions along at least two dimensions: they expect representatives of political, legal, and social institutions to function as their agents, and they expect impartiality and an unbiased approach from order institutions. Taken together, trust in institutions determines how citizens experience feelings of safety and protection, how citizens make inferences from the system and public officials to other citizens, how citizens observe the behavior of fellow-citizens, and how they experience discrimination against themselves or close others (Rothstein and Stolle 2002: 27).
The determinants of social capital
The determinants of social capital can be divided into two groups:
x The psychological and socio-economic characteristics of individuals such as personal income and education, family and social status, values and personal experiences, which determine the incentive of individuals to invest in social capital. Firstly, income and education seem to be most influential socio-economic factors of social capital.
Empirical evidence shows that higher levels of income and education coincide with a strong probability for group membership and interpersonal trust from the part of individual (Knack and Summing up, empirical analysis in the second part of the paper would be rather explorative, as there is not much uniform evidence concerning the effect of several social capital determinants, especially when distinguishing between country groups with different economic and historical backgrounds. 
The specific features of social capital in post-communist countries
This subchapter gives a literature overview 3 x Firstly, transition produces uncertainty which tends to decrease a sense of optimism about the future, as people do not feel that they have control over their own destinies -this, in turn, leads to lower generalized trust (Uslaner 2003) .
about the possible reasons why the levels, sources and also outcomes of social capital might be different in Central and Eastern European (CEE) postcommunist countries, as compared to other European societies with longer tradition of market economy and democracy. Generally, it has been suggested that the main reason of the low levels of social capital in CEE countries is related to the legacy of communist past, post-communist transformation processes and backwardness in social development. More specifically, following aspects could be highlighted:
x Secondly, post-communist transition resulted in a rapid destruction of dominant values (like ideological monism, egalitarianism, and collective property) and habits, the process which stimulates development of cynism and opportunism and thus creates negative social capital.
(Štulhofer 2000) Another result of the value changes is that transformation societies are becoming more individualized: traditional family life is breaking down and individuals become more isolated in society.
x Thirdly, transition economies are usually characterized by high levels of poverty and unemployment, competition at the workplace, and strong primary concern for the family, which do not create a good environment for mutual trust among people, for rebuilding social ties and networks of cooperation (Bartkowski 2003 ).
x Fourth, social capital and cohesion are negatively affected by unequal income distribution, which resulted from destruction of the old state-sector middle class, before a new middle class could be established. Uslaner (2003: 86) suggests that links between the increase of economic inequality and the low levels of generalized trust may be different in the transitional countries compared to the West, because in former the past equality was not the result of normal social interactions and market forces, but rather enforced by the state.
Another set of explanations of the low trust and participation levels is directly related to the communist past of these countries. Perhaps most fundamental is that communism taught people not to trust strangers -the encompassing political control over daily life presented people with the acute problem of whom to trust and how to decide whether intensions of others were honest. Flap and Völker (2003) 1) Generational change -young post-communist citizens are less influenced by the experience of life in a communist system. However, this result is not certain, as socialization comes not only from the current institutional setting, but also from one's parents, teachers, and peers who still have strong personal experience of the communist past.
2) More active and supportive role on the part of the state, with notion that this support should be selective, as not all kind of organizations are beneficial for democracy and overall wellbeing.
3) Improving economic conditions -raising the actual standards of living of most ordinary people, so that they might have the economic means to be able to devote some time and energy to voluntary organizations, and possibly to contribute a donation or membership fee.
Based on the above, it can be suggested that policies aiming to shape individual experiences so as to increase trust and civic engagement are possible in post-communist societies. Even if the preciousness of social capital in respect of achieving alternative development objectives is the subject of further investigation, completion of transformation processes and improvements in social development are expected to favour also increase in the levels of social capital in NMS and several less developed neighbouring countries.
DATA AND MEASUREMENT
Empirical part of the current study covers both European Union member states and as many neighbouring countries as possible. As one of the aims of this study was to highlight the particular features of social capital in post-communist countries, total sample was divided into three groups of countries: (i) Western European countries (WE) 4 were not included in the earlier rounds of EVS survey, the analysis of the changes in social capital levels covers less countries -14 from WE and 10 NMS.
As social capital is a multifaceted concept, it can be best described by different dimensions instead of one overall index. Based on the theoretical considerations and also the availability of certain social capital data for as many European countries as possible, it was reasonable to distinguish between four components of social capital -general trust, institutional trust, social norms and formal networks.
Altogether, 12 initial indicators were extracted from EVS survey. In order to ensure the correct interpretation of the results, the scales were chosen so that larger values reflect a larger stock of social capital. Then, latent variables of social capital were constructed using confirmatory factor analysis.
The results of the factor analysis are presented in Appendix Table A1 . The percentages of total variance explained by the factors range from 52.76% to 81.43% and Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measures indicate the appropriateness of the factor models (values of the KMO measure larger than 0.5 are usually considered as acceptable). The country mean factor scores of social capital can be found in Appendix Table A2 .
Concerning the determinants of social capital, this study covers only individual-level determinants of social capital, which are divided into two broader categories: 1) socio-demographic factors like gender, age, income, education, employment and marital status, number of children and town size;
and 2) cultural and psychological factors including individualism, satisfaction with democracy and religiosity. All these indicators are also taken from the latest wave of EVS. Exact descriptions of these indicators together with measurement details can be found in Appendix Table A3 .
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Based on the individual-level factors of social capital components, country mean factor scores were calculated and saved as variables for further analysis (see Appendix A2). Comparison of the levels of social capital showed that in case of all social capital components, the levels were lower in NMS as compared to WE. However, in less developed NC-s institutional trust and social norms appeared to be stronger than in NMS, but lower than in WE (see Table 1 ). These results support previous findings that in post-communist countries institutional trust may not be related to the institutional quality which is expectedly higher in NMS than in NC. It can be suggested that in NMS-s citizens are more demanding for institutions and democratization because of more explicit comparisons with WE countries, and thus stand more critically to the decisions of institutions. based on recent historical experience of NMS-s, there is a possibility that institutional trust and acceptance of social norms would decrease in neighbouring countries when overall economic situation improves, as it has happened in new member states. In this situation, it is highly important to ensure the effectiveness and fairness of formal institutions when implementing economic and political reforms, in order to withstand possible decrease in institutional trust.
At the final stage of empirical analysis, regression analysis was conducted in order to investigate the determinants of social capital. The results from pooled sample are presented in Table 2 . It appeared that most influential factors of social capital are education and satisfaction with democracy.
Therefore, investments in educational system and improving democratisation processes could increase the level of social capital. Social capital also associates positively with age, income, and having children, while there was negative relationship between social capital, town size and individualism. As can be seen, some of the factors analysed could not be easily affected by policies, while encouraging overall economic and social development would give contrary results: growing incomes and population ageing tend to increase social capital, while spreading individualism might decrease social capital. Notes: N=18829; regression coefficients higher than 0.1 are marked bold. *** significant at the 0.01 level, ** significant at the 0.05 level, * significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed).
As the statistical significance of country group dummies (see Table 2 ) revealed that there are probably some differences between country groups, next the regressions were run separately for all three country groups. The results of this analysis can be found in Appendix Table A4 . Following Table 3 highlights the relationships which had different signs of regression coefficients in different country groups. NC + "+" denotes positive regression coefficient, "-" denotes negative regression coefficient and "ns" refers to insignificant relationship.
Source: author's generalisations on the basis of regression results presented in Appendix A4.
The only component of social capital which was influenced mostly similarly by supposed determinants in different country groups was general trust (as a small exception, having children had positive effect in WE but weak negative effect in NC and NMS). As can be seen from Table 3, most diverse results appeared when analysing the determinants of institutional trust and social norms. Both income and age associate with higher institutional trust in WE and NMS, while in NC-s the opposite holds. In case of individualism, just an opposite pattern can be observed. Education has also diverse effect on institutional trust: in WE those with higher education have more institutional trust, but in NMS they have less institutional trust (in NC-s this relationship was insignificant). These mixed results could be related to the differences in actual quality of institutions in different country groups, although theory suggested that in post-communist countries the relationship between institutional quality and institutional trust is not quite clear.
As regards social norms, both income and education have positive effect in WE and negative effect in NC, while the effect of individualism is just opposite in these country groups. In new member states, the effects of the same determinants are mixed: education has positive effect on social norms similarly to western European countries, while regarding the effect of income and individualism NMS-s are more similar to neighbouring countries where higher income decreases the acceptance of norms (in case of individualism the regression coefficient is positive like in NC-s but insignificant).
Finally, age has different effect on participation in formal networks: in WE the number of connections increases with age while in NC older people participate less in formal networks. The latter could be explained by different past experiences -under communist rule formal participation was mostly "forced" not voluntary and this could have generated unwillingness to join different organisations even after the collapse of old social order.
Summing up, it seems that the determinants of social capital are in accordance with theory only in WE countries and tend to be opposite in NC-s, while new member states with communist background are somewhere in between -in some aspects they are already more similar to more developed western European societies, while in others they still suffer from past communist rule.
CONCLUSIONS
Current study aimed to compare the levels and dynamics of social capital in EU member state, and to examine the determinants of social capital comparatively in different country groups. As one of the tasks of this study was to highlight the particular features of social capital in post-communist countries, total sample was divided into three groups of countries: Western European countries including 15 "old" EU members plus 5 other countries from the region, new member states including 10 post-communist countries from Central and Eastern Europe plus Cyprus and Malta, and 15 neighbouring countries mostly from CIS and Balkan.
These components were derived on the basis of 12 initial indicators from European Values Study dataset using confirmatory factor analysis.
Firstly, country mean factor scores were calculated and the levels of social capital in 1990 and 2008
were compared. Comparison of the levels of social capital showed that in case of all social capital components, the levels were lower in NMS as compared to WE. During 1990-2008, the average level of social capital decreased in NMS and increased in WE. In less developed NC-s institutional trust and social norms appeared to be stronger than in NMS, but lower than in WE. Based on historical experience it could be suggested that, unfortunately, there is a possibility that institutional trust and acceptance of social norms would decrease in neighbouring countries when overall economic situation improves, as it has happened earlier in new member states. In this situation, it is highly important to ensure the effectiveness and fairness of formal institutions when implementing economic and political reforms, in order to withstand possible decrease in institutional trust.
Secondly, regression analysis was conducted in order to investigate the determinants of social capital, Regarding the limitations of this study, only individual-level determinants of social capital were explored, which did not explain all differences between country groups. Regarding the further research, it would be reasonable to supplement the analysis with additional national-level determinants of social capital, such as overall level of development, quality and fairness of formal institutions, distribution of resources and society's polarization, and prior patterns of cooperation and trust. Also, clustering countries instead of analysing pre-defined country groups could give some additional insight into the state of social capital in Europe. Notes: regression coefficients higher than 0.1 are marked bold. *** significant at the 0.01 level, ** significant at the 0.05 level, * significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailed).
